In this paper, an attempt is made to study the term "collocation" as the habitual association between words. It incorporates a fairly detailed analysis of collocation in both English and Arabic. A lot of literature has been written on collocation; yet collocation in both English and Arabic and its relation to lexicography, translation and interpretation in addition to teaching/learning process gained little or even no attention from specialists and scholars. The purpose of this paper is to focus on this important area in an attempt to bring out the nature and significance of collocation and its relation to the above mentioned points. The paper concludes with some remarks and recommendations that could enhance the process of translation and interpretation as well as teaching/learning process. These remarks, findings and recommendation, if best employed, could enhance the quality of teaching, learning and interpreting collocations. Finally, it is hoped that this piece of work will bridge a gap in interpretation, teaching and learning on the one hand, and will motivate further research into other important areas in English and Arabic, on the other.
Introduction
Through the researcher's point of view, as a school supervisor of English at Educational Development Centre UNRWA/UNESCO-Jordan, General Education Specialist (English)-Headquarter-UNRWA, and Head/Department of English-Philadelphia University-Jordan, collocation in particular is not appropriately touched or handled in the curriculum. Besides, most of English and Arabic dictionaries do not handle this issue. Both English and Arabic dictionaries deal with idioms but not with collocations. Moreover, the interpreter cannot capture a collocation in the SL if he or she is not capable of calling up its counterpart in the TL. The interpreter's failure in such an endeavor usually results in his adoption of strategies of lexical simplification, namely reduction, synonymy, compensation, paraphrase and transfer. Therefore, unless such collocation patterns become part of the memory bank of the student, interpreter and translator, communication is certainly doomed to fail. Generally speaking, this failure is a direct consequence of the language teachers' or instructors' tendency to teach words individually rather than collocationally. Mitchell (1965) defines collocation as an association of roots or potential lexical meanings rather than actual words; further "a linguistic item or class of items is meaningful not because of inherit properties of its own but because of the contrastive or differential relationships it develops with other items or classes. Meaning is much less in the name than in the network of relevant differential relationships" (p.143). However, Mitchell also stressed the "on-going" nature of collocations, the fact that they can cut across sentence boundaries, underlining the persistently syntagamatic nature of Firthan or "lexical" approach to linguistic analysis.
In contrast, arising out of transformational grammar there developed what Lehrer (1974) terms the "semantic hypothesis" which claims that co-occurrence restrictions are the result of the meaning of the lexical items and that collocations are reflection of this fact (p.176). "The generativist view of co-occurrence was that" selection restrictions do not have independent status in semantic analysis but are predictable from the meanings of the lexical items" (ibid. 180).
Standard theories, following Chomsky, argued that selection restrictions were essentially syntactic in nature and should be assigned to the syntactic component. However, extended standard theories drew attention to the degree of arbitrariness apparent in such collocations as "addled + eggs/brains" and "rancid + bacon/ butter" See palmer (1981, p.77 ).
For Benson (1986) collocation is "a group of words that occurs repeatedly i.e. recurs, in a language" (p.61). Now it would not be out of place to talk about collocation in detail taking into consideration some great figures. Porzig (1930) argued for the recognition of the importance of syntagamatic relations between "bite" and "teeth", "bark" and "dog", "blond" and "hair". In a slightly different way Firth argued that "You shall know a word by the company it keeps" (1957, pp. 194-195; 1968, p.179) . His famous examples show that part of the meaning of the word "ass" can be by collocation:
1. An ass like Bagson might easily do that.
He is an ass.
3. You silly ass! 4. Don't be an ass! One of the meaning of "ass" is its habitual collocation or association with an immediately preceding "you silly", and with other phrases of address or of personal reference. There are only limited possibilities of collocation with preceding adjectives among which the commonest are "silly", "obstinate", "stupid", "awful" and occasionally "egregious". For Firth this keeping company, which he called collocation, was part of the meaning of a word.
It must be pointed out that "meaning by collection is not at all the same thing as contextual meaning, which is the functional relation of the sentence to the processes of a context of situation in the context of nature". See Firth (1957, pp.194-195; 1968, p.179) . Firth gives the following example: "in the language of Lear's Limericks, "man" is generally preceded by "old", never by "young". Person is collocated with "old" and "young".
As we have seen above, meaning was to be found in the context of situation and all other levels of analysis as well. It is obvious that by looking at the linguistic context of words we distinguish between different meanings. Nida (1964, p.98) These are clearly in pairs, giving four different meanings of the word. The most important step is to find substitutes for "chair" may be used in these phrases without introducing a different referent. Nida argued that the criterion for determining whether the referent is the same or different is reaction of the native speaker of the language, i.e. whether he insists that in the substitution of another form one is "saying the same thing but in different words", or that one is saying something different. It is equally possible to say of a particular event "he sat in the chair" or "he sat in a piece of furniture". Stylistically these two phrases are different, but they may be employed to refer to precisely the same event.
The substitutions employed in this type of semantic analysis are not the same as are required in formal analysis. For example, we would not use the substitute "baby's high piece of furniture", just because in one instance piece of furniture was a substitute for "chair". However one can speak about "the baby's high chair" as a piece of furniture. On the other hand, chair in example 7 and example 8 above is never substituted for by "piece of furniture", but rather by "teaching position" or by "post". In example 9 and example 10 above one may speak of presiding over the meeting, and in example 11 and example 12, a typical substitute would be "death" or "execution" e.g. "condemned to death".
Collocation is not simply a matter of association of ideas. For, although milk is white, we should not often say "white milk", though the expression "white paint" is common enough. Some of Porzig's examples seem more concerned with association of ideas. How often is "lick" actually collocated with "tongue"? More importantly, although collocation is very largely determined by meaning, it is sometimes idiosyncratic and cannot easily be predicted in terms of the meaning of the associated words. One example is Porzig's "blond" with "hair". For we should not talk about "a blond door" or "blond dress", even if their colors are exactly like that of blond hair. Similarly "rancid" occurs only with "bacon" and "butter", and "addled" with "brains" and "eggs" in spite of the fact that English has the terms "rotten" and "bad" and that "milk" never collocates with "rancid" but only with "sour ". Similar examples are found in Arabic. xilf-u ?al-nāqa (the breast of the she-camel)
‫اﻟﻨﺎﻗﺔ‬ ‫ﺧﻠﻒ‬
14. ‫اﻟﺒﻘﺮة‬ ‫ﺿﺮع‬ đir‫-؟‬u ?al-baqara (the breast of the cow)
15. ‫اﻟﻤﺮأﻩ‬ ‫ﺛﺪي‬ θady-u ?al-mar?a (the breast of the woman)
"xilf", "đir‫"؟‬ and "Өady" are synonymous: they mean breast. But they are collocational restrictions of their usage so that they co-occur respectively with "nāqa" "she camel", "baqara", (cow) and "mar?a", (woman ) as in example13, 14, 15 above (Al-Tha'alibi, p.74).
From Palmer's famous examples (1981), we can see "pretty child" and "buxom neighbor" would normally refer to females; here it is relevant to point out we should not normally say "pretty boy" or "buxom man" though "pretty girl" and "buxom woman" are quite normal (p.143). Similarly, we permit "pregnant woman" and "pregnant horse" but not "pregnant man" (Kats & Fodor, 1963, pp. 170-210) . It would be a mistake to draw a clear distinguishing line between those collocations that are predictable from the meanings of the word that co-occur and those that are not. It could be argued that "rancid" is to be defined in terms of the very specific, www.ccsenet.org/ells English Language and Literature Studies Vol. 2, No. 3; unpleasant taste associated with "butter" and "bacon" that is "pretty" describes only a feminine kind of beauty. There is some plausibility in accounting for "dogs bark", "cats mew" in terms of the kind of noise made, since "bark" can be used by other animals, e.g squirrels. This fact is also found in Arabic. From the above examples, we can see that it is difficult to see any semantic explanation for the use of the collective terms. The only difference for example between "herd" and "flock" is that one is used with "cow" and the other with "sheep". Similarly in Arabic "qaţī‫؟‬un" is used with "ghanam" and "sirb "with "۪ ðibā?".
‫اﻟﺪﻳﻚ‬ ‫ﺻﻴﺎح‬
Words may have more specific meaning in particular collocations. Thus we can speak of "abnormal" or "exceptional" weather if we have a heat wave in November, but an "exceptional child" is not an "abnormal child", "exceptional" being used for greater than usual ability and "abnormal "to relate to some kind of defect. (Palmer, 1981, p.77) 
Collocations and Idioms
An idiom is the term used to refer to a sequence of lexical items, semantically and syntactically restricted, functioning as a single indivisible unit. Although an idiom is semantically like a single word, it does not function like one. Thus, we will not have a past tense kick* the bucketed. Instead it functions as a normal sequence of grammatical words, so that the past tense form is kicked the bucket. But there are a number of grammatical restrictions. A large number of idioms contain a verb and a noun, but although the verb may be placed in the past time, the number of the noun can never be changed. We have "spill the beans" but not "spill the bean" and equally there is no "fly off the handles", or "kick www.ccsenet.org/ells English Language and Literature Studies Vol. 2, No. 3; the buckets". There are also syntactic restrictions: some idioms have passives but others do not. "The beans have been spilled" is all right, but "the bucket was kicked" is not. Similarly the idiomatic expression "it's raining cats" nor and dogs" does not permit "it's raining dogs and cats", "it's raining a cat" nor "it's raining a cat and a dog". For further discussion see Lyons (1968, chapter 5) .
It is not out of place to state some other definitions of some great figures. For Mitchell (1971) , an idiom is "immutable in the sense that its parts are unproductive in relation to the whole in terms of the normal operational processes of substitution, transposition, expansion, etc" (p.59). For Cruse (1986) an idiom is "an expression whose meaning cannot be inferred from the meaning of its parts" (p.37).
Arabic idioms can be characterized as follows:
1. An idiom is a semantically single indivisible unit whose meaning can't be predicted from the meanings of the individual words themselves.
2. Adaptation, substitution and omission are not allowed. In the idiomatic expression ‫اﷲ‬ ‫ذﻣﺔ‬ ‫ﻓﻲ‬ ( f ī ðimat-i ?allah), the word "ðima" can't be changed into plural form "ðimam". Similarly the word "?allah" can't be substituted by the word "?al-rab" which means the same. Besides, we can't omit any individual word.
3. Proposing and postponing are not allowed. e.g ‫ﻋﻠﻰ‬ ‫؟‬ ‫وﺳﺎق‬ ‫ﻗﺪم‬ ala qadam-in wa-šāq-in is all right but ‫؟‬ala şāq-in wa -qadam-in is not allowed. Similarly ‫وﺷﺮب‬ ‫ﻋﻠﻴﻪ‬ ‫اﻟﺪهﺮ‬ ‫أآﻞ‬ ?akalā ?al-dahr-u ‫؟‬alayhi wa-şarib is all right. But ‫واآﻞ‬ ‫ﻋﻠﻴﻪ‬ ‫اﻟﺪهﺮ‬ ‫ﺷﺮب‬ šaribā ?al-dahr-u ‫؟‬alayhi wa?akal is odd.
4. The individual items of Arabic idioms should agree in gender and number: ‫ﻧﻔﺴﻪ‬ ‫ﻧﺬر‬ naðar-ā nafsah-u, naðar-at nafsah-ā, naðar-tu nafsī, naðarnā ?anfusanā.
Collocation, on the other hand, "is a lexicological term used by linguists to refer to the habitual co-occurrence of individual lexical items" (Fakhouri, 1995, p.8) . For instance, the word "auspicious" collocates with "alphabet" or with "occasion" as in "an auspicious occasion. Cowie (1981) defines a collocation as "a composite unit which permits the substitutability of items for at least one of its constituent elements" (p.224). Cowie uses the term "composite unit" to subsume both collocation and idioms. How, then, can we distinguish between collocations and idioms? Bolinger (1976) states the difference in conventional terms: "idioms are different from collocations in that they have meanings that cannot be predicted from the meanings of the parts" (p.5). That is to say, one cannot infer the meaning of the idiom from the meaning of its parts, where the parts of the idiom constitute one semantic unit. On the other hand, in collocation each lexical item constitutes a semantic unit. Another difference relates to the fact that the meaning of an idiom can be replaced by one lexical item, whereas in collocation, this is not possible. Consider the following examples from both English and Arabic:
Idiom: kick the bucket can be replaced by "die" ‫أدﻧﻰ‬ ‫أو‬ ‫ﻗﻮﺳﻴﻦ‬ ‫ﻗﺎب‬ "qāba qawsayni ?wa ?adnā" can be replaced by ً ‫"وﺷﻴﻜﺎ‬wašīkan".
Collocation: "fish and chips" cannot be replaced by one lexical item nor can the Arabic collocation ‫اﻟﻤﻄﺮ‬ ‫إﻧﻬﻤﺮ‬ ‫اﻟﻐﺰﻳﺮ‬ "?inhamara ?almaţaru ?al-ghazīr-u" be replaced by one item. This is to say, while an idiom is a semantic unit, a collocation is a formal one.
According to Cruse (1986) , the essential difference is that an idiom is a "lexical complex which is semantically simplex"; while in collocation each lexical constituent is also a semantic constituent (p.37). In other words, a collocation is semantically complex. A collocation may be idiom-like in respect of constraints on the combinability of constituents, but is phrase-like in semantic structure. As Ballinger (1976) puts it, "A collocation may involve normal senses of all the words in a string but without the easy possibility of substituting some other with the same meaning" (p.6).
Collocations in English
Many linguists have addressed collocations in English. They have come up with similar definitions and categories, but they may differ in their focus. Robins (1964) defines collocations as "the habitual association of a word in a language with other particular words in sentences" (p.66). He argues about two types of collocations: the first type refers to situational meaning of words concerned as in "white coffee", "black coffee", "white race" and "white wine" where these colors are not used with reference to their referents. The other type refers to the referential meaning of words as in "dark night" where one meaning of "night" is its collectability with "dark" and vice versa. Palmer (1981) conceives of three types of restrictions on collocation: The first refers to those collocations "which are based wholly on the meaning of the items, as in the unlikely "green cow" (p.79). The second deals with items "that are based on range word maybe used with a whole set of words that have some semantic features in common, as in "the rhododendron passed away" and equally of "the pretty boy". Thirdly, www.ccsenet.org/ells English Language and Literature Studies Vol. 2, No. 3; some restriction are collocational in the strictest sense, involving neither meaning nor range, as "addled" with "eggs" and "brains". For further discussion on collocation restrictions, please refer to Allerton's (1984) Firth (1957) in his later work introduces the notes of collocation as a part of his theory of meaning (pp. 196-197) . It is at the so-called collocation level of analysis, intermediate between the situational and the grammatical with lexical meaning; i.e. with that part of the meaning of lexemes which depends, not upon their functions in particular context of situation, but upon their tendency to co-occur in text. He tells us, for example, that one meaning of "night" is its collectability with "dark" and of "dark" collocation with "night". Meaning by collocation is an abstraction at the syntagamatic level and is not directly concerned with the conceptual or idea approach to the meaning of words. One of the meanings of "night" is its collectability with "dark", and of "dark" with "night".
Newmark (1981) deals with collocations on syntactic grounds. He, therefore, categorizes collocation as either paradigmatic or syntagamatic (p.114). Paradigmatic categories are based on well-established hierarchies such as kinship as in "father and sons", colours as in "emerald is a bright green", scientific taxonomies and institutional hierarchies" where the elements of the culture for each language often have their own distinct linguistic likeness. Newmark (1981) lists seven groups of syntagamatic collocation (p.118). He maintains that only there happen to be the commonest:
1) adjective and noun e.g. "heavy labour"
2) noun and noun e.g. "nerve cell"
3) verb and noun e.g. pay a visit (Newmark, 1988, p .212) Benson, M. (1986) says that collocation (a group of words that occurs repeatedly) can be divided into grammatical collocations and lexical collocation. See (Hill, J., 1999; Williams, B., 2005) .
Grammatical Collocations
Benson, M. (1986) defines grammatical collocation as "a dominant word (verb, noun, adjective) followed by a grammatical word, typically a preposition". Examples are:
1) Verb-preposition combination (prepositional verbs): these are combination of a verb and preposition: abide by, abstain from, account for, aim at, and accuse (somebody) of, look after, and struggle for.
2) Noun-preposition combination: access to, accusation against, administration for, analogy between (to, with).
3) Adjective-preposition combination: absent from, accountable to (with) answerable for (to) and -ed participle adjectives, -ing participle adjectives: accompanied by, corresponding to.
4) Verb-participle combination (phrase verbs). Some verbs need to be followed by specific adverbial particles. These are called "phrasal verbs" whose meaning is different from the meaning of the separate constituents of the verb and the particle. Arts F. and Arts J. (1986) defines phrasal verbs as "combination of a verb and a number of a closed set of adverbs: about, by, down, along, around, aside, back among others: bring about, catch on, make up, call up, set out , step down" (p.43). It is worth noting that in transitive phrase verbs, the particle (adverb) can generally occur before and after the direct object. Compare:
Did you make up this story?
* Did you make this story up?
How do you account for this phenomenon's?
* How do you account this phenomenon for?
The meanings of the grammatical collocations are more or less inferable from the meanings of their parts, even though the prepositions in the collocations are not predictable.
Lexical Collocations
Lexical collocations contain no subordinate element; they usually consist of two equal lexical components. The major types of lexical collocations are:
1) Noun-verb combinations: adjectives modify, bells ring, bees buzz (sting, swarm) birds chirp (fly, sing), blood circulates (flows).
2) Adjective-noun combinations: a confirmed bachelor, a pitched battle, pure chance, keen competition, grave concern, sincere condolences.
www 2, No. 3; 3) Verb-noun combinations: a. Verbs denoting creation-nouns: compile a dictionary, make an impression, compose music, and inflict a wound.
b. Verbs denoting activation -nouns: set an alarm, fly a kite, launch a missile, wind a watch. c. Verbs denoting eradication and/or nullification-nouns: reject an appeal, recall a bid, lift a blockade, invalidate a clause, break a code, eliminate a competitor.
4) Adverb-verb combination: Adverbs usually occur finally, but if we add a special impression or emphasis, we move it before the verb: strongly suggest, barely see, thoroughly plan, hardly speak, deliberately attempt.
5) Adverb-adjective combination: These are used to emphasize purpose, or when we intend to add a strong feeling or a special kind of behavior to adjectives: totally acceptable (different), extremely odd, completely useless, successfully (barely) finished (noticed).
Finally, Obana (1993) distinguishes two types of collocations: structural and semantic. He argues that structural collocation is a type of lexical cohesion by which two lexical items are structurally related because the feature of one accords with that of the other. For example: "die" can occur with "man" as in "the man died" but not with "spoon" as in "The spoon died". The word "die" acquires a certain semantic feature in "man" that is "+alive" which the word "spoon" lacks; it, therefore, cannot be structurally collocational with "die". Semantic collocation, on the other hand, is a type of lexical cohesion which is occurrence relevance between two lexical items. The two lexical items are associated because of their frequent and semantic relevance to each other, as in "dog" and "bark". Now, from the above discussion we can distinguish four types of composite units
Open Collocation
Cowie ( 
Restricted Collocations
Aisenstadt (1979) defines these as "combinations of two or more words used in one of their regular, non-idiomatic meanings, following certain structural patterns, and restricted in their commutability not only by grammatical and semantic valence, but also by usage" (p.71). For Cowie (1983) "in such combinations…one word…has a figurative sense not found outside that limited context" (VIII). This appears to contradict Aisenstadt but in fact the two views are compatible since, in a restricted collocation one of the elements may be either literal or figurative. In "explode"+"a myth/a belief" the verb is arguably figurative, while in "clench" + "one's teeth /fists" it is literal. The combination "clench one's teeth" could perhaps, be used in a wholly figurative way in the sense of grit one's teeth, in which case it would no longer be analyzed as a restricted collocation but as an idiom. Cowie (1981) says the choice of the specialized meaning of the verb is contextually determined since "explode" in the sense "show to be false" or "no longer true" occurs in no lexical context other than that already shown (myth, belief) (p.227). For Curse (1986), collocations "have a kind of semantic cohesion-the constituent element are, to varying degrees, mutually selective" (p.40). In Arabic, as in English, this type of collocation occurs in various types of syntactic configuration. The co-collocants in these example generally exhibit a certain similarity of meaning and collocations like "ħarb ţāħina" (lit. grinding war) and "xāđa?al-mufāwađāt" (lit. plunge into negotiations) are arguably semantically motivated. Yet, in such figurative extension the direction and nature of the extension is language-specific and hence unpredictable. It is this interlingual incongruence which can give rise to second language learning difficulties and problems of translational equivalence.
Bound Collocations
This type of composite unit, described by Cowie (1981) as "a bridge category between collocations and idioms "exhibits unique contextual determination; in other words, one of the elements is uniquely selective of the other" (p.228). The selecting element is typically "specialized" in meaning. This type of collocation is relatively uncommon in English. Bound collocations readily lend themselves to idiomatic use ‫ﻢ"‬ ‫ﺷ‬ ‫اﻟﺴﻮاﻋﺪ‬ ‫ّر‬ šammar-a ?al-saw‫؟‬id" more commonly carries the meaning "get down to work".
Idioms
Contrary to the case in the previous types of composite unit, the constituent elements of idioms are opaque i.e. used in specialized senses, together forming a single semantic unit. Idioms have traditionally been divided into semantic and lexical, the latter type more commonly referred to compounds. In the latter type of structure, neither element preserves its literal meaning and the unit refers to a single specific referent. Illustrative examples are: 
Collocation in Arabic
In Arabic little has been written about collocation. It is found in Arabic, though, under different titles as: ‫اﻟﺘﻼزم‬ "?al-talāzum", ‫اﻟﺘﻀﺎم‬ "?al-tađām" and ‫اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺣﺒﺎت‬ / ‫اﻟﻠﻔﻈﻴﺔ‬ ‫اﻟﻤﺘﻼزﻣﺎت‬ "?al-muşāħibāt or ?al-mutalāzimāt ?al-lafð۪ iya". Hassan (1973) refers to collocation in Arabic as "?al-tadām" . He sub-categorizes " " ‫اﻟﺘﻀﺎم‬ "?al-tadām" into two types: ‫اﻟﺘﻼزم‬ "?al-talāzum" (inseparableness) and " " ‫اﻟﺘﻀﺎم‬ "?al-tađām" (mutual incompatibility). He defines the term "?al-tadām" as the habitual co-occurrence of two lexical items. The relation that binds between these two lexical items could be rhetorical or grammatical (p.217).
It is true that " ‫اﻟﺘﻼزم‬ " " ?al -talāzum" is lexically much more compatible with " " ‫اﻟﺘﻀﺎم‬ "?al-tađām", however, Hassan uses these two words as different terms where ‫اﻟﺘ‬ ‫ﻀﺎم‬ "?al-tadām" cab be sometimes achieved by ‫اﻟﺘﻼزم‬ " " "?al-talāzum".
Hassan, adopting a classical view of collocation, establishes that collocational expressions or ‫اﻟﺘﻼزم‬ "?al-talāzum" can be represented by two types: ‫اﻟﻮﺟﻮدي‬ ‫?اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ‬al-mabnā ?al-wujūdi (structural or existensial) and ‫اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ‬ ‫?اﻟﻌﺪﻣﻲ‬al-mabnā ?al-‫؟‬adami (referential). Examples of ‫اﻟﻮﺟﻮدي‬ ‫اﻟﻤﺒﻨﻰ‬ ?al-mabnā ?al-wujūdi are: relative pronouns, noun of gentive construct, prepositional phrase, conjunctive expressions and demonstratives. Hassan refers to referential collocations where one lexical item is mentioned and the other is referred to and understood from the given context. Consider the examples:
wal-ydxulū ?al-masjid-a kama daxalūhu ?awala marra.
And to enter your Temple as they had entered it before (Al-Isrā?, p.7)
The word ‫اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ‬ ?al-masijid in the above example is related to "?al-masijid ?al-?aqsā" which is understood from the given context. Despite the fact that the word "?al-?aqşā" which collocates with "?al-masjid" is referred to in the context, they are still considered collocations.
Types of Collocations
Al-Qasimi (1979) adopts a more analytical view of collocations, thus, he argues that collocations in Arabic include the followings types: 
Characteristics of Collocation
Collocations can be characterized as follows.See Al-Qasimi (1979-29-30 ):
1. A collocation does not constitute a semantically or grammatical single indivisible unit.
2. The meaning of the collocation can be predicated from the meanings of the individual words themselves. The meaning of the collocation " ‫ﺧﺮق‬ ‫اﻟﻤﻌﺎهﺪة‬ xaraq-a ?al-mu‫؟‬ahāda" can be predicated from the individual words to mean ‫اﻹﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ"‬ ‫اﻧﺘﻬﻚ‬ ?intahaka ?al-?itifāqyya" because " ‫ﺧﺮق‬xaraq-a" means " ‫اﻧﺘﻬﻚ‬ ?intahaka" and " ‫اﻟﻤﻌﺎهﺪة‬ ?al-mu‫؟‬ahāda" means " ‫اﻻﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ‬ ?itifāqyya". Unlike the idoms ‫ﻰ"‬ ‫ﻋﻠ‬ ‫اﻟﻤﺴﺎواة؟‬ ‫ﻗﺪم‬ alā qadam ?al-musawā-h". The meaning of this idiom can't be predicated from the meanings of the individual words.
3. According to Arabic syntax, one lexical item can be understood without referring to the other lexical unit. The word ‫ﺪ"‬ ‫ساﻟﻘ‬ ?al-quds" can be understood without the other lexical item " ‫اﻟﺸﺮﻳﻒ‬ "?al-ŝarīf".
4. Unlike idioms, collocations can't be replaced by any lexical substitute/word. ‫ﺑﻐﺰارة‬ ‫اﻟﻤﻄﺮ‬ ‫إﻧﻬﻤﺮ‬ "?inhamar-a ?al-maţar-u bi-ghazāra" can't be substituted by only one word. But the idiom ‫أدﻧﻰ‬ ‫أو‬ ‫ﻗﻮﺳﻴﻦ‬ ‫ﻗﺎب‬ "qāba qawsayni ?aw ?adnā" can be substituted by the one word "soon" ‫وﺷﻴﻜﺎ‬ "waŝīkan" or ً ‫ﻗﺮﻳﺒﺎ‬ "qarīban" .
5. Unlike idioms, collocations manipulate i.e. the individual lexical items can be substituted by similar words without changing the whole meanings. In ‫اﻟﺠﻴﺶ"‬ ‫ﻣﻦ‬ ‫ﺛﻠﺔ‬ θullat-un min?al-jayŝ" the individual words can be substituted as: ‫اﻟﺠﻨﻮد‬ ‫ﻣﻦ‬ ‫ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ‬jamā‫؟‬at-un min ?al-junūd" or ‫اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ‬ ‫ﻣﻦ‬ ‫ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ‬ " majmū‫؟‬at-un min ?al-‫؟‬askar". But the individual words in the idiom " ‫ﻋﻦ‬ ‫ﺑ‬ ‫اﺑﻴﻬﻢ‬ ‫ﻜﺮة‬ ‫؟‬ an bakrati ?abīhim" can't be substituted as " ‫اﺑﻴﻬﻢ‬ ‫ﺑﻜﺮة‬ ‫ﻓﻮق‬ fawqa bakrati ?abīhim" or ‫واﻟﺪهﻢ"‬ ‫ﺑﻜﺮة‬ ‫ﻋﻠﻰ‬ ‫؟‬alā bakrati wālidihi". -Hasan (1982, p.276) , in his study of collocation in Arabic, argues that lexical items that collocate fall into three categories: El-Hassan explains that "baθθ" is deep "huzun" in one sense, and in another "baθθ" is grief which is expressed in words, while "huzun" remains unfolded in the heart.
Categories of Collocation

El
Complementariness
This category may be illustrated by the following examples: We haven't created the sky (heaven) and the earth in vain (Şād, p.27).
Such collocations consist of conjoined pairs of lexical items comprising categories or phenomena with some strong semantics, spatial, temporal or functional link.
In his work (1990:35-37) El-Hasan handled "Collocational Distribution" maintaining that synonyms do not qualify for absolute synonymy because of differences in their collocational distribution. Consider the following synonyms of " ‫اﻟﻤﻮت‬ ?al-mawt" (death) : ‫ﻣﺎت‬ "māta" , ‫"ﺗﻮﻓﻲ‬tuwuffiya" ‫ﻧﻔﻖ‬ "nafaqa" and ‫ا‬ ‫اﻧﺘﻘﻞ‬ ‫اﷲ‬ ‫رﺣﻤﻪ‬ ‫ﻟﻰ‬ "?intaqala ?ilā raħmati ?allāh".
86.
‫اﻟﻜﺎﺗﺐ‬ ‫ﻣﺎت‬ / ‫اﻟﺜﻮر‬ māta ?al-kātib-u / ?al-θθawr-u (The writer /bull died)
87.
‫اﻟﻜﺎﺗﺐ‬ ‫ﺗﻮﻓﻲ‬ / ‫اﻟﺜﻮر‬ tuwuffiya ?al-kātib-u / ?al-θθawr-u (The writer /bull died)
88.
‫اﻟﻜﺎﺗﺐ‬ ‫اﻧﺘﻘﻞ‬ / ‫اﻟﺜﻮر‬ * ‫اﷲ‬ ‫رﺣﻤﻪ‬ ‫اﻟﻰ‬ ?intaqala ?al-kātibu /* ?al-θθawr-u ?ilā raħmati ?allāh (The writer /bull died)
89.
‫اﻟﻜﺎﺗﺐ‬ ‫ﻧﻔﻖ‬ / * ‫اﻟﺜﻮر‬ nafaqa ?al-kātib-u / ?al-θθawr-u. (The writer /bull died)
The word ‫"ﻣﺎت‬māta" in these examples, is neutral; it concurs with human and animate subjects. The synonyms ‫ﺗﻮﻓﻲ‬ "tuwufiya" (was caused to die) and ‫اﷲ‬ ‫رﺣﻤﻪ‬ ‫اﻟﻰ‬ ‫?"اﻧﺘﻘﻞ‬intaqala ?ilā raħmati ?alāh" (lit) (passed into the mercy of Allah" can only be used where the recipient /suffers is human. Finally, the synonym ‫ﻧﻔﻖ‬ "nafaqa"(It died) does not collocate with human beings or plants; it requires a non-human, animate subject. Consider the following in support of the variability of collocational distribution of Arabic synonyms. The words ‫ﺟﻠﺲ‬ "jalsa" ‫ﺑﺮك‬ "baraka", and ‫ﺟﺜﻢ‬ "jaθama" are synonymous as their meaning has to do with "act of sitting". However, every one of these 2, No. 3; synonyms has its own collocates. See Al-Tha'alibi (129). Thus ‫ﺟﻠﺲ‬ "jalasa" collocates with human subjects, ‫ﺑﺮك‬ "baraka" is appropriate for camels, and ‫ﺟﺜﻢ‬ "jaθama" collocates with birds.
‫ﺟ‬ ‫اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ‬ ‫ﻠﺲ‬
jalas-a ?al-mu‫؟‬allim-u
The teacher sat down.
‫اﻟﺠﻤﻞ‬ ‫ﺑﺮك‬
barak-a ?al-jamal-u
The camel knelt.
‫اﻟﻌﺼﻔﻮر‬ ‫ﺟﺜﻢ‬
jaθam-a ?al-‫؟‬uşfūr-u
The sparrow perched.
Finally, Al-Aqtash (1994) concurs with Hassan (1973) in defining collocation as the habitual co-occurrence of two lexical items. However, Al-Aqtash argues about aspects a special type of collocation namely ‫اﻟﻤﺰاوﺟﻪ‬ ‫إﻃﺒﺎق‬ "?itbāq ?al-muzāwaja" where two or three lexical items co-occur and have the same rhyme as in: It is clear from the above-mentioned discussion that collocation in Arabic is not as exclusively discussed as it in English. It is also clear that although English and Arabic (unrelated languages) classify collocation into various categories, these categories are not always synonymous to each other. It has been noted that the exact equivalent for collocation in the target language has been one of the major problems for both students and teachers in learning/teaching process and for translators as well. Collocations as a problematic area may be restricted to lexical choice. Consider the following examples:
99. English is a famous language. for 100. English is a universal language.
101. He wants to grow his knowledge. for 102. He wants to develop / increase his knowledge. This is probably due to: language specifics, interference of mother tongue i.e. transfer from the native language or lack of extensive reading of contemporary English and Arabic prose.
Yet, it seems that most linguists agree that: 1) Collocation of both languages refers to the habitual co-occurrence of individual lexical items. Examples from English are: "pay attention", "addled eggs", "pretty girl", and "fish and chips". Examples from Arabic are: ‫اﻟﻮﻃﻦ‬ ‫?"اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ‬al-waţan ?al-‫؟‬arabi", ‫ﺟﺎف‬ ‫"ﺣﺒﺮ‬hibr-un jāf-un", ‫ﺣﻤﻴﻢ‬ ‫ﺻﺎدق‬ "şadīq-un ħamīm", ‫اﻟﻤﻜﺮﻣﺔ‬ ‫ﻣﻜﺔ‬ "makat-u ?al-mukarramat-u".
2) Collocations are a type of syntagamatic lexical relations e.g. adjectives+ noun as in: grave concern,‫ﺿﺮوس‬ ‫ﺣﺮب‬ "ħarb-un đarūs".
3) Collocations are linguistically predictable in both languages i.e. the tie between "spick" and "span" is stronger than that between "letter" and "piller box".
4)
In both languages there are many totally predicted restrictions i.e. the occurrence of the items is frequent that their occurrence becomes predictable: "spick"+ "span" ‫اﻟﻨﺎﻗﺔ‬ ‫ﺧﻠﻒ‬ "xilfu ?al-nāqa" . 5) Collocations are formal statements of co-occurrence e.g. "green" collocates with "jealousy" and similarly, ‫ﺑﺮك‬ "barak-a", collocates with ‫ﺟﻤﻞ‬ "jamal".
www.ccsenet.org/ells English Language and Literature Studies Vol. 2, No. 3; 6) In both languages the verb of the collocation can be substituted. Examples: "to commit murder" and "to perpetrate murder". Similarly in Arabic ً ً ‫ﺟﺮﻣﺎ‬ ‫إﻗﺘﺮف‬ "?iqtarafa jurman" and ً ‫ﺟﺮﻣﺎ‬ ‫إرﺗﻜﺐ‬ "?irtakaba jurm-an". 7) Association of ideas: Wherever you mention a collocate, the other collocate immediately jumps into your mind: "keen competition", "pitched battle", "receive warmly" and "war breaks out". ‫ﺣﺎك‬ ‫‪ħāka‬اﻟﻤﺆاﻣﺮﻩ‬ ?al-mu?āmara , ‫ﻣﺘﻘﻊ‬ ‫ﻓﻘﺮ‬ "faqr-un mutqi"‫,؟‬ ‫ﻴﻞ‬ ‫ﺳ‬ ‫ﺟﺎرف‬ "sayl-un jārif", ‫ﺟﺮ‬ ‫ﺑﻠﻴﻎ‬ ‫ح‬ "jurūħ-un balīgha". 1. Certain terms which are cultural specific may give rise to translational difficulties. Consider the Arabic expression: ‫اﻟﺜﻮرة‬ ‫ﻗﻴﺎدة‬ ‫"ﻣﺠﻠﺲ‬majlis qiyadat?al-θawra" (the revolutionary command council). The phrase would sound alien to most English readers because it is not part of their culture. Therefore, we have to make such vague terms clear for English readers through adding the paraphrase "the highest executive body in the country".
2. The term ‫وﺷﻘﻴﻘﺔ‬ ‫ﺻﺪﻳﻘﺔ‬ ‫دول‬ "duwal-un şadīqat-un wa-ŝaqīqat-un" (sisterly and friendly countries) is not found in the west. That is to say, they don't divide the world countries into şadīqa (friendly) and ŝaqīqa (sisterly). This division is only part of the Arabic culture and is used in reference to Arab countries.
Therefore, instructors should focus upon teaching vocabulary and multi-word units by giving students enough practice.
Findings and Conclusion
Collocation is a linguistic phenomenon in language whose influence may be more far-reaching than previously acknowledged. Both Greenbaum (1974, p.89) and Bolinger (1976, p.8) emphasis the major importance of collocational sized lexical units both in the early years of language acquisition and also in the continuing years of vocabulary development. This fact has implications for linguistic applications such as language teaching and translation. Advanced learners of English, according to the researcher's experience as a school supervisor of English, find greatest difficulty precisely in this area of language: students and even teachers make predominately lexical, stylistic and appropriateness errors. The needs of learners of English are now beginning to be catered for, but the problems of incorporating collocational information into bilingual dictionaries still pose formidable challenge.
Arabic, a language singularly rich in lexical and derivational resources, exhibit collocation in profusion. Classical lexicographers such as Tha‫؟‬alibi and Ibn Sidah were keenly aware of the phenomenon and dictionaries of meanings such as figh ?al-lugha and ?al-muxaşşaş contain a wealth of collocational information. Unfortunately, the arrangement of the material is often idiosyncratic and unsystematic. Also, there is much that is obsolete and no longer relevant to Modern Standard Arabic. certain contemporary bilingual dictionaries such as Wehr (1979) note a certain amount of collocation information but not in the sort of systematic way which could assist learners of Arabic. Benson (1985) maintains that "Dictionaries should provide such collocations at the entry for the dominant word (verb, noun, or adjectives). The leading British learner's dictionaries .The Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (LDOCE) and A. S. Hornby, Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary of Current English (ALD)-do give a large number of grammatical collocations" (p.62). Apresyan, Mel'cuk, and Źolkovsky working originally in the Soviet Union, have made a significant contribution to the treatment of collocation. They proposed a new type of dictionary called the Explanatory and Combinatory Dictionary (ECD). The ECD method is to subject a relatively small number of carefully selected entries to a very detailed grammatical and lexical treatment. Each entry is arranged in exactly the same way and provides exactly the same type of information. The entry contains the definition, pertinent morphological and syntactic information, lexical functions, phraseology and a discussion of synonyms and near synonyms. The most significant innovation of the ECD is the concept of lexical functions. For more details see Benson (1985, pp. 62-63) and Apresyan et al. and Mel'ĉuk et al. As for up-to-date monolingual dictionaries of Arabic, they simply do not exist; see Zughoul (1980) Arabic needs work on its lexicography (p.212). There is no single modern efficient Arabic -Arabic dictionary anywhere in the Arab -world comparable in quality and ease of reference to Webster's for example." There is a pressing need for descriptive studies of contemporary Standard Arabic at various levels of language but especially the lexical, with particular attention to collocational usage, since it as at this level that Modern Standard Arabic differs most sharply from its classical precursor. Additionally, it could be safely stated that any language abounds collocation including synonymy, antonym, complementariness and idioms. Arabic and English serve as good examples. In addition, collocation have their own life cycle: They came and go, they are born and they die.
Recommendations
Although this research is linguistically descriptive and is not pedagogically oriented, it may have pedagogical implications for foreign language teachers, and students, (cf. Farqhal M. & Obeidat, H., 1995) translators, text book writers, test makers and syllabus designers as well as lexicographers. That is to say theoretical contrastive analysis has pedagogical implications that can be useful for teachers and learners of foreign languages as well as for translators and syllabus designers. Moreover, the study may be helpful to ESP practitioners who are interested in preparing ESP teaching materials based on the analysis of authentic texts.
